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Executive Summary 
Industry-academia collaborations and partnerships have grown in both popularity and frequency over recent 

decades, despite being an unpopular concept among some academic cultures that strive to uphold free-thought, 

thought leadership, and academic freedom. Although some academics have embraced and presently engage in 

industry-academia partnerships, challenges remain in terms of contextualizing gender and gender 

intersectionality in industry-academia partnerships in STEM to inform equitable policy and practice. This meta-

synthesis compiles research to identify, define, and understand present themes at the intersection of gender and 

gender intersectionality in industry-academia partnerships in STEM. 

 

Research Summary 
Research Question 
What is the overall state of evidence on gender and gender intersectionality regarding industry-academia 

partnerships in STEM? 

 

Statement of Research Problem 
For several decades, industry-academia partnerships were an unpopular concept among academics who strived 

to uphold free-thought, thought leadership, and academic freedom from industry.(1) The 21st century tech 

revolution inspired a cultural change that welcomed industry-academic partnerships, especially upon the 

realization among new science, technology, engineering, and math (STEM) graduates that tenure-track faculty 

opportunities in academia are extremely limited. This realization also sparked the need to reimagine the future 

of career progression and among current STEM faculty in academia. Large research institutions like the 

National Institute of Health (NIH) have embraced the concept of industry-academia partnerships by creating 

funding mechanisms along with policies and standards that are meant to mitigate potential harm to science or 

individuals participating in scientific research due to investigator or institutional financial ties or conflicts of 

interest.(2,3)  

 

Also, for many years universities have supported faculty in their pursuits to develop, secure patents for, and 

license patented technology to scale within industry (technology transfer).  This adds to a running list of 

commonly reported examples of industry-academia partnerships, which we use to define “industry-academia 

partnerships”: 1) industry funding for research, engagement/networking events, and training on topics of 

interest that might not align with government-sponsored research topics, 2) academic consulting to provide 

subject matter expertise, ethical review, etc., 3) entrepreneurial endeavors (e.g. startups, incubators, 

accelerators, etc.), 4) public health activities (e.g. Facebook and Carnegie Mellon researchers to address the 

COVID-19 pandemic), 5) creating industry employment pipelines for STEM students, and 6) faculty pathways 

for career transition into industry leadership roles, which can be an effective strategy to overcome issues related 

to STEM workplace inequity.(4)  

 

Industry-academia partnerships have become a paradigm of and pathway to success for STEM faculty. Take, 

for example, Dr. Deborah Kilpatrick, an AWIS member since 1997 and CEO of Evidation Health, who shared 

in an interview in AWIS Magazine that when she received her PhD in 1996, she was among the first 15 women 

to ever get a PhD in mechanical engineering from Georgia Tech.(5) She shared several points about the 

importance of partnerships in the future of STEM; “Make partnerships a priority: this is probably the most 

dramatic change I’ve observed in startup “behaviors” over the last decade, and I don’t see it changing. The 

complexities and interactions of technology across domain boundaries mean that partnerships are required to 

tackle the really big problems,” she stated. Dr. Kilpatrick’s advice resonates with the view presented here on the 
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importance of smart and trusted collaboration between academic scientists and industry to move science 

forward and foster a culture of science translation within and outside of academia. In fact, her company, 

Evidation Health, routinely collaborates with academic scientists to leverage technology to capture, quantify, 

and analyze human behavior data in the context of human health.(6)  

 

Although, academic scientists in STEM have embraced the new culture and importance of industry-academia 

partnerships, some have encountered significant challenges in this endeavor.(7) Challenges include limited 

research funding by federal sponsors like the NIH as well as  finding the right tools and resources to develop 

novel healthcare and biological interventions while simultaneously determining how these interventions can be 

translated or implemented into practice.(8)  

 

Although industry-academia partnerships can be celebrated as a successful paradigm and pathway to success for 

academic scientists in the 21st century and beyond, some studies have exposed a gender gap in industry-

academia partnerships, rendering those like Dr. Kilpatrick as likely the exception versus the norm.(9,10) From 

an intersectionality lens, female STEM scientists from academia, especially those of color, that are 

collaborating, challenging, or working with industry encounter significant hurdles and biases in the workplace. 

For example, a notable STEM researcher, Dr. Timnit Gebru, specializes in identifying and discussing issues, 

like gender bias, within technological systems (e.g., systems run by artificial intelligence algorithms).(11) Given 

the impact of her academic work, Dr. Gebru collaborated with Google as an employee accustomed to academic 

culture to later encounter “bias and gaslighting,” resulting in the end of her employment with Google.(12)  

 

Some studies have examined the benefits and costs of university-industry research collaboration showed that 

males academics are significantly more likely (64%) than females to collaborate with industry partners and 

suggested that for this reason female academics may be disadvantaged (when considering prestige or visibility) 

in their pursuits to collaborate outside academia.(1) Another study found that although female academic 

scientists have somewhat more collaborators on average than do their male counterparts, the nature 

collaboration strategies differed; men were more likely to use “instrumental” and “experience” collaboration 

strategies than women.(13) These findings suggest that it is not just the frequency or rate of collaboration 

between industry and academia that matters for success, but rather the nature of those collaborations to render 

or predict certain career trajectories and/or outcomes.  

 

In addition, the University of Houston’s Center for ADVANCING Faculty Success (AFS) also this same gender 

disparity in industry funding for academic STEM researchers within their institution.(14) Although results from 

this institutional-level assessment was not published in peer-reviewed literature, in a private email one 

researcher at the AFS was kind enough to look into offering to share their raw data directly in support of this 

proposed project, if needed. The AFS mentioned that, “No one tracks the numbers nationally, and not all 

universities report a gender disparity,” and thus highlighting the need for this gender analysis gap to be fully 

realized through a synthesis and qualitative exploration and examination of the literature.(14)   

Thus, the purpose of this systematic review was to identify, define, and understand present themes at the 

intersection of gender and gender intersectionality in industry-academia partnerships in STEM.  

 
Definitions 

• INDUSTRY-ACADEMIA PARTNERSHIP: Engagement between academics and industry personnel 

for purposes of providing funding or sponsorship, commercializing technology or applied research, co-

authoring papers, providing formal paid consulting, and other pursuing a growing range of commercial 
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and non-commercial developments. Synonymous terms include “university-industry collaboration” and 

“industry-academia collaboration.” 

• GENDER: Social assumptions assigned to individuals and groups of people or affirmations about 

oneself in relation to their assignment to assumed biological sex.  

• INTERSECTIONALITY: A conceptual recognition that personal, group and social identity is a multi-

faceted phenomenon that integrates single and integrating identity dimensions such as sex, ethnicity, 

nationality, skin color, country of origin, etc., at the person and group level. Such recognition is 

contextual. These identity dimensions, prima facie or otherwise, can socially locate individuals 

voluntarily and involuntarily leading to biased attitudes and outcomes, either for or against.(15) 

• RESEARCH CENTER: An entity within or outside of a college, school, or university that is dedicated 

to or specialized in a specific discipline or practice to provide or offer research, teaching, and service to 

both the academic and the business communities. Synonymous terms may include “research institute” or 

“research organization.”(16) 

• ACADEMIC DEPARTMENT: any department, program, unit, or any other administrative subdivision 

of an institution of higher education that 1) directly administers or supervises post-baccalaureate 

instruction in a specific discipline; and 2) has the authority to award academic course credit acceptable 

to meet degree requirements at an institution of higher education.(17) 

 

Methodology 

Literature Search 
Searches were conducted in relevant electronic databases and peer-reviewed journals using key terms searched 

included were industry-academia, industry, academia, technology transfer, partnership, collaboration, gender, 

race, and ethnicity. The literature search comprised of three phases. In the first phase, to capture literature 

published in the 21st century, peer-reviewed, empirical studies published between 2000 and February 2022 

were searched in five electronic publishers and/or databases: Google Scholar, ProQuest/Sociological Abstracts, 

ProQuest/GenderWatch, and JSTOR. Searches conducted in Google Scholar led to the identification of specific 

journals of relevance: Journal of Industry-University Collaboration, Industry and Higher Education, Journal of 

Business Venturing, and Journal of Management Studies. Therefore, in the second phase, searches were also 

conducted in those four journals. Relevant journals were also identified through prior VVS work: Journal of 

Technology Transfer; Research Policy; Scientometrics; Higher Education; Minerva; Industrial and Corporate 

Change; International Management and Entrepreneurship Journal; Technovation; Oxford Review of Economic 

Policy; Academy of Management Perspective; Sociology Compass; and Gender, Work, & Organization. (15) 

For the third phase, searches were also conducted in these twelve journals. 

 

Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria 
Empirical studies were included in the initial analyses if they examined the role, presence, and/or influence of 

gender and/or gender intersectionality in topics related to industry-academia partnerships or collaborations. 

Further, studies showing a quantitative approach without indication of qualitative explanations, studies 

misaligned with the research topic, and relevant studies not published in English language were excluded from 

final analyses. 

 

Meta-Syntheses and Thematic Analysis of Key Findings 
Meta-syntheses and thematic analyses were conducted using both NVivo and Microsoft Excel. Specifically, 

standard thematic analyses were conducted using inductive data coding methods (to quantify agreement with 
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known themes and number of quotations falling into new theme categories) and deductive data coding (to 

identify and develop new categorical and actionable themes) in Microsoft Excel, using constant comparative 

analysis in accordance with the grounded theory approach.(18) 

 

Principal Findings 
Article Selection 
Searches conducted in Google Scholar, ProQuest/Sociological Abstracts, ProQuest/GenderWatch, and JSTOR 

led to four papers that preliminarily met the study inclusion criteria (see Figure 1 in Appendix). Searches 

conducted in Journal of Industry-University Collaboration, Industry and Higher Education, Journal of Business 

Venturing, and Journal of Management Studies led to the selection of zero abstracts that met the study inclusion 

criteria (see Figure 2 in Appendix). A total of 29 articles were selected for inclusion from the Journal of 

Technology Transfer; Research Policy; Scientometrics; Higher Education; Minerva; Industrial and Corporate 

Change; International Management and Entrepreneurship Journal; Technovation; Oxford Review of Economic 

Policy; Academy of Management Perspective; Sociology Compass; and Gender, Work, & Organization (see 

Figures 3-5 in Appendix). Following a closer assessment of the 33 articles selected for inclusion, 13 were 

excluded due to ambiguity around or thin relevance to industry-academia collaboration, gender focus, and/or 

lack of empirical investigation.   

 

Overview 
A total of 20 studies published between 2006-2021 were included in the final qualitative analysis (see Table 1 in 

Appendix).(19-38) Countries of institutions in which studies were conducted (some overlapping due to multiple 

authors on a single paper from different institutions) included Canada (n= 1), USA (n= 8), UK (n= 4), Spain (n= 

2), Italy (n= 3), India (n=1), Denmark (n=1), Netherlands (n=2), China (n=1), Hungary (n= 1), Sweden (n= 1), 

Taiwan (n=1), and Italy (n=3). Studies included quantitative surveys of individuals/groups or 

collaborations/studies (n= 17), case studies (n= 1), qualitative interviews (n= 1), and qualitative assessments of 

“discoveries” (n= 1). Data sources reported across all studies included faculty and scientists (academic-affiliated 

survey or other social science research participants), public patent registries, peer-reviewed publications, and 

research program data. Across all studies there were a total of 52,144 individual observations across the 

following 12 scientific disciplines: 

Agriculture Earth and atmospheric science 

Biology Electrical engineering 

Chemistry Materials engineering 

Chemical engineering Mathematics 

Civil engineering Mechanical engineering 

Computer science Physics 

 

Meta-Synthesis of Research Questions 
The following four themes were determined upon assessing overarching research questions posed across all 

studies (n= 20): 

• Effect of gender on industry interaction (n= 5) 

• Effect of individual-level factors on industry interaction (n= 5) 
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• Effect of industry collaboration on academic on performance or market value (n= 7) 

• Impact of institutional factors on patent licensing or technology transfer (n= 3) 

 
Assessment of Gender and Intersectionality 
Across all studies, the following sociodemographic, explanatory, or independent variables were assessed: 

• Gender (n= 20, binary male/female) 

• Age (n= 11) 

• Race/ethnicity (n= 2) 

• Marital status (n= 1) 

• Parental status (n= 2) 

Very few studies assessed the combined effect of gender and other social demographics on industry-academia 

collaboration (discussed in Principal Findings below). 

 
Meta-Synthesis of Overarching Themes 
The following overarching themes were identified across all studies within the scope of gender and gender 

intersectionality in industry-academia partnerships: 

• Gender frequency in industry-academia collaboration (n= 9): The quantification of gender within 

collaborative research and/or other engagements between industry and academic institutions and/or 

representatives. 

• Impact of affiliation with university research centers (versus traditional academic departments; 

n= 5): Qualifiable or quantifiable impact(s) of belonging to a research center versus an academic 

department on the occurrence of industry-academia collaborations.  

• Impact of individual-level factors and motivations (n= 6): Qualifiable or quantifiable person-level 

(versus group-level) factors that influence the occurrence of industry-academia collaborations.  

• Impact of scientific discipline on industry-academia collaboration (n= 7): Qualifiable or quantifiable 

impact(s) of individuals’ chosen scientific discipline(s) on the occurrence of industry-academia 

collaborations.  

• Impact of industry-academia collaboration on scientific production (n= 1): Relationship between 

industry-academia collaborations on scientific productivity.  

• Impact of university-industry collaboration on productivity (n= 10): Qualifiable or quantifiable 

impact(s) or measures of performance and output of deliverables upon the occurrence of industry-

academia collaborations. 

 

Sub-themes were identified within each overarching theme and thus provide an illuminating overview of 

knowledge and knowledge gaps relative to the Research Question. 

 
Meta-Synthesis of Sub-Themes 
The following sub-themes were identified within the overarching theme of “gender frequency in industry-

academia collaboration”: 

• Males collaborate more often than females (n= 5) 

o Females engage in activities that require a lower level of time, effort, and resource commitment 

and thus lower scientific value (n= 1) 

o Negative female experiences in male-dominated workplace culture (n= 1) 
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• No significant relationship between male gender and time spent working with industry researchers (n= 

1) 

• Women engaged in wider scientific disciplines have more industry engagement (n= 1) 

 

The following sub-themes were identified within the overarching theme of “impact of affiliation with 

university research centers (versus traditional academic departments”):  

• Negative effect observed for industrial activities among females compared to males (n= 1) 

• Positive effect observed for commercial activity among females (n= 2) 

• Positive effect observed for male status and co-authorship with industry (n= 1) 

• Positive effect observed in specific scientific disciplines (n= 1) 

 

The following sub-themes were identified within the overarching theme of “impact of individual-level factors 

and motivations”: 

• Effect of age or age range (n= 1) 

• Effect of social capital or networking ties (n= 1) 

• Perception that objective merits matter more than gender (n= 1) 

• Positive effect of senior faculty status (n= 2) 

• Positive effect on patent commercialization (n= 1) 

 

The following sub-themes were identified within the overarching theme of “impact of scientific discipline on 

industry-academia collaboration”:  

• Faculty in biology, mathematics, physics, and earth and atmospheric sciences are less likely to engage 

with industry (n= 1) 

• Faculty in chemistry and computer sciences are more likely to engage with industry (n= 1) 

• Faculty in engineering are more likely to engage with industry (n= 3) 

• Faculty in health sciences are more likely to contract with industry (n= 2) 

 

The following sub-themes were identified within the overarching theme of “impact of scientific production on 

industry-academia collaboration”:  

• Positive relationship between scientific production and number of contracts (n=1) 

 

The following sub-themes were identified within the overarching theme of “impact of university-industry 

collaboration on academic productivity”: 

• Effect on overall collaboration 

o Being female and married with children does not influence number of collaborators (n= 1) 

o Decreased effect of male or female gender and increasing age on number of collaborators (n=2) 

• Positive effect on employability (n= 1) 

o Positive effect of male gender and placing graduate students in industry jobs (n= 1) 

• Positive effect on knowledge transfer or consulting (n= 1) 

o No effect observed when controlling for male or female gender (n= 1) 

o Positive effect observed for younger age (n= 1) 

o Positive effect of male gender (n= 6) 

• Positive effect on number of publications or citations (n= 1) 

o No effect observed when controlling for male or female gender (n= 1) 
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o Positive effect observed for male gender (n= 2) 

o Positive effect or correlation observed for ethnicity and location of research institution (n= 1) 

o Positive relationship between project leader gender and age (n= 1) 

• Positive effect on patenting and patent commercialization (n= 3) 

o No effect observed when controlling for male or female gender (n= 1) 

o Positive effect observed for male gender (n= 3) 

o Positive effect observed for older age (n= 1) 

o Positive effect or correlation observed for ethnicity and location of research institution (n= 1) 

• Positive effect on research, innovation, and invention value (n= 3) 

o Lower access to or exclusion from commercial resources among women by their mentors or 

senior faculty (n= 1) 

o No effect observed when controlling for male or female gender (n= 2) 

• Positive effect on teaching and learning (n= 1) 

 
Discussions: Limitations and Recommendations 
Limitations 
Limitations were noted and observed across several studies regarding the lack of generalizability. For instance, 

two studies mentioned that their results may only be generalizable to regions that host innovative or elite 

science-based industries or institutions. Six studies noted that their samples were drawn from a single sample or 

cross-section in time and one study noted that their research was conducted at the research institute or center 

(versus university) level, thus also limiting the generalizability of their findings. 

  

Other limitations centered on effects stemming from the general nature of academic collaboration with industry. 

Two studies noted that faculty respondents may under-report backdoor technology transfer or industry 

collaboration, given the sensitive nature of industry collaboration. Also, one study noted not accounting for 

preexisting incentives within the system to interact with industry. Another noted that systematic differences 

may exist between industry collaborative versus non-collaborative scientists which may have manifested in the 

study findings. Lastly, one study noted that industry collaboration was not randomly assigned to observe a 

comparable effect among institutions. 

 

Studies also noted limitations that can be attributed solely to academic settings. One study not that their 

observations were limited to an academic system that is less dependent on private income, which may not be the 

case for academia institutions engaged with industry. Another study measured only one form of scholarly 

impact, foregoing measures of other types of impact that may be considered as valuable among industry 

collaborators. Lastly, three studies noted sampling from academic institutions classified as “Research 

Extensive” universities, a term defined by the 2002 Carnegie Classification that has been contested and become 

obsolete.(39) 

 

Lastly, studies noted limitations with respect to gender observations. One study noted not controlling for 

gender-level findings that may be explained by scientific discipline. Another noted that the study lacks 

information on male and female academics' domestic responsibilities that may cause career breaks, which may 

have affected their observations on gender and industry-academia collaboration. Lastly, two studies noted the 

likelihood of missing contextual data relevant to gender that may explain their findings. 
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Recommendations 
Recommendations for further exploration and incentivization at the system-level were extrapolated across 

several studies. First, future work should consider and support optimal conditions for gender-balanced industry-

academia collaboration. In addition, universities should address incentive or baseline support systems to 

encourage gender-diverse faculty to participate in industry collaboration. These efforts could be augmented by 

future work that may garner industry perspectives on successful collaboration with academia. 

 

Also, given the limitations noted above, there is room for deeper, more longitudinal analyses to identify any 

unobserved or otherwise lesser-known effects in the present findings. For instance, future work should consider 

the effect of industry pressures for secrecy and publication delays on gender and racially/ethnically diverse 

scientists. Moreover, the field would benefit from deeper analyses on if and how the male-dominated nature of 

the engineering and physical science industries can or has created barriers to feminine and racially/ethnically 

diverse individuals in science, as early work suggests that racial diversity can affect collaboration among 

academics engaged in commercial enterprise.(40)  

 

The present findings align with prior, relevant findings similarly summarized by Bozeman, Fay, and Slade.(41) 

Early work  suggests that industry-academia partnerships are spanned by geographic boundaries and thus 

industry funding for university research can vary country.(42-43) For instance, early developments from 

Abramo et al. show a positive relationship between university-industry research collaboration and close 

geographic proximity between universities and private industry organizations.(44) When observing the impact 

of university-industry collaboration on academic productivity, the present findings suggest a positive 

relationship between both ethnicity (white or Caucasian race/ethnicity) and the location of research institution 

as independent variables and patenting and patent commercialization and number of publications or citations. 

Future work should examine the combined effect of race/ethnicity and gender on academic productivity within 

university-industry collaborations.  

 

It would be critical to also explore the role of industry in attracting gender and racially/ethnically diverse PhD 

candidates seeking to collaborate with industry, especially given the socioeconomically competitive advantages 

to collaborating with industry amid limited governmental or institutional support.(45-50) This is especially 

given that prior work suggests that young faculty can be sculpted by their collaboration with industry personnel, 

allowing their careers to become further molded by and accustomed to the experience.(46) The literature 

suggests that this may cultivate students’ ability to publish early in their careers as well as their ability or 

likelihood to receive greater opportunities for mentorship and lucrative offers for employment.(47-48) 

 

Regarding certain individual-level factors and motivations (i.e., age or age range, social capital or networking 

ties, objective merits, faculty status, and intent to commercialize patents), the present findings and other 

literature support these as both important and potentially rate-limiting factors to general engagement in 

industry-academia partnerships.(49-51) Other literature outside of the present findings additionally suggest that 

trust built through previous collaboration with industry, racial diversity, choice of research topics (whether 

influenced by industry or not), faculty preferences for informal collaboration, and concern about exploitation in 

industry-academia collaborations are also individual-level factors and motivations to consider.(52-64) Future 

work should prioritize exploring how these individual-level factors and motivations might exist within industry-

academia collaborations that are inclusive or exclusive of gender and racially/ethnically diverse scientists.  

Doing so would foster the creation and operationalization of institutional policies and pathways to support these 

scientists’ ambitions and/or address their concerns along their career pathways. 
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Conclusion 
Industry-academia partnerships and collaborations continue to grow and evolve across a widening range of 

scientific disciplines. Therefore, it is important to capture the state of evidence on gender and gender 

intersectionality in industry-academia partnerships to contextualize the state of both challenges and 

opportunities for gender and racially/ethnically diverse scientists. Through this contextualization, found within 

the present findings, it becomes possible to identify equitable policies and practices needed to attract, recruit, 

and retain a diverse array of STEM faculty and science practitioners. 
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Appendix: Figures and Tables 
 

Figure 1. Electronic database search results: Google Scholar, ProQuest/Sociological Abstracts, 

ProQuest/GenderWatch, and JSTOR 

 

 
 

Figure 2. Electronic journal search results: Journal of Industry-University Collaboration, Industry and Higher 
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Figure 3. Journal search results: Journal of Technology Transfer, Research Policy, Scientometrics, and Higher 

Education 
 

 
 
 

Figure 4. Journal search results: Minerva, Industrial and Corporate Change, International Management and 

Entrepreneurship Journal, and Technovation 
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Figure 5. Journal search results: Oxford Review of Economic Policy; Academy of Management Perspective; 

Sociology Compass; and Gender, Work, & Organization 
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Table 1. Summary of authors, year of publications, and geographic locations of studies  

Author  Year Institution 

Location(s) 

Gender and/or 

Intersectionality Focus 

Research Aim 

Abramo and 

D'Angelo 

2022 Europe (Italy) Assessed gender as a 

descriptive variable. Assessed 

age as a descriptive variable, 

observing the intersectional 

effect of gender and age range 

as 1) female professors aged 45 

and under and 2) female 

professors aged 60 and over. 

To determine a possible link 

between research collaboration 

and performance, many studies 

have relied simply on the 

aggregate profile of the 

department or institution as a 

proxy of the research quality of 

the individual scientists. 

Bikard, 

Vakili, and 

Teodoridis 

2019 USA/UK Assessed outcomes using 

"share of female authors" and 

"academia-industry 

collaboration as independent 

variables within summary 

statistics and inferential 

statistical modeling. No 

intersectionality focu. 

To determine if university-

industry collaboration can 

sometimes foster specialization 

and boost academic contribution 

to open science. 

Fassio, 

Geuna, and 

Rossi 

2019 Europe 

(Sweden, 

Italy)/UK 

Assessed the share/percentage 

of women who participated in 

the survey. Study controlled for 

age and gender. 

To evaluate the relative impact 

of two alternative types of 

governance of university-

industry interactions (personal 

contracts stipulated with 

individual academic researchers 

and institutional contracts 

stipulated with the university) 

on the value of collaborative 

inventions produced by industry 

researchers.  

Novotny 2017 Europe 

(Hungary) 

Assessed the distribution of 

women within the sample. No 

intersectionality focus. 

To assess the heterogeneity of 

university scholars by 

examining the effect of 

occupational characteristics on 

research commercialization 

behavior.  

Zhang and 

Wang 

2017 China Assessed gender and age as 

descriptive variables. 

To explore how university-

industry collaboration (UIC) 

intensity impact academics' 

research performance and 

whether the structural and 

relational social capital, in terms 

of network ties and tie strength, 

mediates the relationship 
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Author  Year Institution 

Location(s) 

Gender and/or 

Intersectionality Focus 

Research Aim 

between UIC and research 

performance. 

Aguiar-Diaz 

et al. 

2016 Europe (Spain) Gender was measured as a 

value of 1 when the leader was 

a man and 0 when it was a 

woman. Age was determined 

by the difference between 2010 

and the date from which 

groups' members began to work 

informally. 

To analyze the effect of 

university-industry relations (as 

a possible bi-directional pattern) 

on the research groups' scientific 

production at universities. 

Wu et al. 2015 USA/Taiwan Gender of inventor (whether 

candidate is male) was used as 

a control factor/covariate only 

within model estimates to test 

six distinct hypotheses. No 

gender subgroup analysis. No 

intersectionality focus. 

Determine how individual and 

institutional factors influence 

the likelihood of licensing 

university patents.  

Salimi et al. 2015 Netherlands Gender of candidate (whether 

candidate is male) was a 

considered an independent or 

explanatory variable. No 

gender subgroup analysis. 

Whether candidate is Dutch 

was a considered an 

independent or explanatory 

variable within binary logit 

regression models assessing 

publications/patents plus 

respective citations as 

dependent variables. No Dutch 

subgroup analysis. No other 

subgroup analysis or 

intersectionality focus. 

This study considers university-

industry collaboration through 

joint PhD projects at Eindhoven 

University of Technology. 

Purpose is to empirically 

investigate the effect of industry 

collaboration (and also Public 

Research Organizations; PROs) 

on academic performance in the 

context of PhD projects. 

Considers actual differences in 

performance levels and 

identifying the determinants of 

performance differences. 

Tartari and 

Salter 

2015 Europe 

(Denmark)/UK 

Assessed the effect of female 

presence. No intersectionality 

focus.  

To determine if women 

academics engage less and in 

different ways than their male 

colleagues in similar status in 

collaboration activities with 

industry. 
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Author  Year Institution 

Location(s) 

Gender and/or 

Intersectionality Focus 

Research Aim 

Berger, 

Benschop, 

and van den 

Brink 

2015 Europe 

(Netherlands) 

Assessed the different ways in 

which gender was practiced 

among the participants. No 

intersectionality focus. 

To explore gender in group-

level networking practices in 

university-industry innovation 

projects through a combination 

of observations and interviews. 

Khonde et al. 2014 India Gender was captured as 

male/female.  Also observed 

age range. 

Identify whether industry 

institute collaboration has a 

significant influence on (in the 

pune region): 1) research and 

innovation in engineering 

institutes, 2) teaching and 

learning in engineering 

institutes, 3) employability in 

engineering institutes, and 4) 

knowledge transfer in 

engineering institutes. Also, 

identify the most signficant 

method of knowledge transfer 

between industry and institute. 

Target population/persons are 

faculty of engineering institutes 

who participated in Research 

Collaboration Projects and other 

Industry-Institute Partnership 

Activities.  

Tartari and 

Breschi 

2012 Europe 

(Italy)/UK 

Evaluated the effect of gender 

(male= 1) as an independent 

variable. Evaluated age as an 

independent variable. No 

intersectionality focus. 

The aim of this paper is to 

explore to what extent their 

decisions are explained by 

individual evaluations of the 

expected benefits and costs of 

collaborations, controlling for 

personal characteristics, such as 

age, gender, tenure, and 

scientific field, and for the 

institutional environment. 
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Author  Year Institution 

Location(s) 

Gender and/or 

Intersectionality Focus 

Research Aim 

Gaughan and 

Corley 

2010 USA Women were oversampled to 

ensure the ability to make 

gender-based comparisons. 

Observed race/ethnicity 

(Caucasian, Asian, African 

American, Hispanic, Native 

American) and age as 

descriptive/independent 

variables. 

The study focuses on how 

gender and institutional location 

within universities influence the 

pattern of industrial interactions 

by tenured and tenure-track 

scientists and engineers working 

at research extensive 

universities within the United 

States. Over half of the 

professors in the sample work in 

some capacity with private 

industry, while 40% are 

affiliated with a university 

research center. 

Clark 2010 USA The survey sample was 

stratified by gender. Control 

variables included age, marital 

status, and number of children. 

To determine if academics that 

engage in industrial 

collaboration have a greater 

number of academic and total 

collaborators. 

Boardman 

and 

Ponomariov 

2009 USA Assessed for effects of gender. 

Historically Black Colleges and 

Universities were intentionally 

excluded from the study 

sample. Study observed effects 

based on age and minority 

status. 

To explore and analyze 

individual-level data measuring 

relationships between university 

scientists' behaviors, 

productivity, and funding 

sources as well as other 

characteristics including 

institutional relations, personal 

attributes, and scientific values.  

Ponomariov 

and 

Boardman 

2008 USA Assessed gender and age as 

descriptive variables.  

To explore whether university 

scientists who engage in 

networking behaviors with 

private companies (e.g., 

information related to the 

exchange of research) are more 

likely to engage in collaborative 

research with industry scientists 

and devote a greater proportion 

of their research time to inter-

sector research. 

Link, Siegal, 

and 

Bozeman 

2007 USA Sample was balanced between 

randomly selected men and 

To provide empirical evidence 

on the extent of and 

determinants of informal 
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Author  Year Institution 

Location(s) 

Gender and/or 

Intersectionality Focus 

Research Aim 

women. Age was assessed as 

an independent variable. 

technology transfer by 

university faculty.  

Murray and 

Graham 

2007 USA Assessed gender for 

male/female comparison. 

Parental status was assessed n 

descriptive statistics.  

The explore the gender gap in 

commercial science at a single 

institution. 

Azgaro-Caro 2007 Europe (Spain) Observed age ("senior" if over 

40 years of age) and gender in 

descriptive statistics.  

To test the hypothesis that only 

selected faculty members 

interact with selected firms. 

Landry, 

Amara, and 

Ouimet 

2006 Canada Assessed gender as a 

descriptive/control variable. No 

intersectionality focus. 

To compare the extent of 

research transfer across research 

fields and identify determinants 

of research transfer 

(transmission and presentation 

of research results, sitting in on 

working groups involving users, 

provision of consulting services, 

contribution to the development 

of products or services, 

involvement in business 

activities, commercialization of 

research results) by research 

field. 

 

 


